This study examined how Saudi Arabian children (M = 10.50 years, SD = 1.61, Range = 8-10 years) evaluate peer exclusion based on religion when the perpetrator of exclusion was a peer or a father. Children believed that it was more acceptable for fathers than for peers to enforce exclusion and were more likely to use social conventional reasons to justify exclusion when the perpetrator was a father. The discussion focuses on how social domain theory needs to take children's cultural community into account.
Compared to many countries included in research on peer exclusion, Saudi Arabian citizens tend to be collectivist, homogenous with respect to religion and ethnicity, and have a strong Muslim identity (Metz, 1993) . In addition, fathers retain authority for the family. Although work from a social domain perspective has been conducted in other Arabic countries (e.g., Brenick et al., 2010) , it has not examined exclusion based on religion, a salient social category. Given that religion is central to identity in Saudi Arabia, we focus on how children evaluate peer exclusion based on religion.
Social domain theory posits that individuals evaluate social events, such as exclusion, using three domains: the moral (fairness), the social conventional (authority and group function), and the psychological (personal choice) (e.g., Turiel, 1983) . Reasoning about peer exclusion pits children's endorsement of fairness against authority and norms and thus, constitutes an ideal paradigm for understanding how children negotiate multiple understandings (Killen, Lee-Kim, McGlothlin, & Stangor, 2002) .
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Pertinent to social conventional reasoning, collectivistic societies reinforce the obedience of authority in children (and in particular fathers) compared to individualistic societies (e.g., Metz, 1993) . Saudi Arabia scores highly on collectivistism. Of course, collectivism and individualism are not uncontested constructs with intracultural differences based on individuals' positions within society (e.g., Turiel, 2004) . Children do not always defer to authorities in collectivist communities. For example, Druze children in Israel supported justice over authority during social conflicts (Wainryb, 1995) .
The present study
This study is set in a homogeneous cultural context in which deference to fathers, authority is central. Its central goal is to examine how Saudi children evaluate peer exclusion based on religion when the perpetrator of the exclusion was a father or a peer. First, based on social cognitive intergroup theory (Killen & Rutland, 2011) , we expected children to believe that the exclusion of in-group members (Muslim) was worse than the exclusion of outgroup members (non-Muslim). Second, because of the fundamental role of authority in Saudi culture (Metz, 1993) , we expected children to believe that exclusion by fathers is more acceptable than by peers. Finally, we expected that children would justify exclusion by fathers as a social conventional issue more than by peers (Turiel & Wainryb, 2000) .
Method
Participants The participants comprised 116 children (M age = 10.50 years, SD = 1.61; 72 girls and 44 boys). Children were Saudi Muslim citizens from a middle-income socioeconomic status in four cities. Potential participants were recruited through social media and email lists and asked to refer others. Mothers provided written permission and children provided assent.
Procedure
The children were interviewed individually for approximately 15-20 min. Four vignettes, adapted from Møller and Tenenbaum (2011) consisting of short stories about exclusion, were read to the children. In half, the perpetrator of the exclusion was the main character's father, and in the other half, the perpetrator was a group of peers. In half, the victim was Muslim, and in the other half, the victim was non-Muslim (see Table 1 ). The story characters' and participants' gender were matched. After each vignette, the children were asked whether or not it was ok to exclude a child from 'a lot' or 'a little'. Children's answers were scored 1 (exclusion is ok) to 4 (exclusion is not ok). Next, the children were asked to justify their judgement. Interviews were conducted in Arabic.
Coding categories
Children's justifications were coded using a coding system adapted from Killen et al. (2002;  Table 2 ). Only moral and social conventional reasoning were used with enough frequency for statistical analysis (over 5%). Ten transcripts were translated into English and checked by the second author. After discussion, a new subcategory (religious influence) was added to the social conventional category.
Reliability coding
The first researcher and a Saudi colleague coded 30% (34) of the interviews independently. The overall Kappa was K = .80. The first author coded the remaining interviews.
Results

Analytic plan
We conducted two ANOVA models to examine the hypotheses. First, a 2 (Perpetrator: father, peer) 9 2 (In-Group: Muslim, Out-Group: non-Muslim) mixed-design ANOVA was conducted on children's judgements. Second, a 2 (Perpetrator: father, peer) 9 2 (Group: In-Group, Out-Group) 9 2 (Reason: moral, social conventional) mixed-design ANOVA was conducted on children's reasoning. All factors were within-subject factors. shows means. Children's judgements were coded as a 1 when they used moral and/or social conventional reasoning and a 0 when they did not. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) models were used to examine the dichotomous reasoning answers (see Lunney, 1970; Wainryb, Shaw, Laupa, & Smith, 2001 ).
Judgements
Confirming the first hypothesis, children thought it was more acceptable when exclusion was ordered by fathers (M = 2.15, SD = 1.05) than peers (M = 1.83, SD = 1.04), F (1, 115) = 17.03, p = .001, partial g 2 p = .13. As expected by the second hypothesis, children thought it was more acceptable to exclude an outgroup member (non-Muslim) (M = 2.20, SD = 1.04) than an in-group member (Muslim) (M = 1.80, SD = 0.90), F (1, 115) = 24.10, p = .001, partial g 2 p = .20. The main effects were qualified, however, by a significant Group 9 Perpetrator interaction effect, F (1, 115) = 10.00, p = .002, g 2 p = .10. To follow-up the interaction, two repeated-measures ANOVAs were conducted. Children accepted the exclusion of outgroup members by fathers (M = 2.50, SD = 1.33), F (1, 115) = 628.130, p < .001, g 2 p = .84 more than by peers (M = 1.90, SD = 1.14). Children rated exclusion of in-group members similarly by fathers (M = 1.80, SD = 1.08) and peers (M = 1.80, SD = 1.15), F < 1.
Reasoning
There was significant Perpetrator 9 Reason interaction effect, F (1, 115) = 12.44, p = .001, partial g 2 p = .10. To examine the interaction, we conducted two repeatedmeasures ANOVAs for each reason with perpetrator (Father, Peer) with a protected alpha of .025. As predicted, children were more apt to use social conventional reasoning to justify exclusion by fathers (M = 0.50, SD = 0.44) than exclusion by peers (M = 0.31, SD = 0.40), F (1, 115) = 31.13, p = .0001, partial N 2 = .21. There was no significant difference in moral reasoning, F (1, 115) = 3.54, p = .06. Although there was significant Group 9 Reason interaction effect, F (1, 115) = 5.80, p = .02, g 2 p = .05, no follow-up effects were significant.
Discussion
The current study examined how Saudi children evaluate peer exclusion based on religion depending on whether the perpetrator of the exclusion was the father or a peer. Children's judgements suggested that they believed that exclusion was not acceptable. As proposed by the social cognitive development perspective on social exclusion, the attitudes of the children reveal in-group bias (Killen & Rutland, 2011) . Children supported outgroup exclusion more by father than peers. Children were more likely to use social conventional reasoning, and in particular religious tradition, when discussing exclusion ordered by fathers than peers.
Living in a society with deference for authority and religion may have influenced how children evaluated the perpetrator of social exclusion (Turiel, 1998) . This finding differs from work conducted in Korea that found children did not believe that parents should have jurisdiction over children's gender restrictions (Park, Lee-Kim, Killen, Park, & Kim, 2012) . However, Saudi society affords a central role for fathers' authority and for religion (e.g., Metz, 1993) . In addition, these Saudi children are being reared in a homogenous society, which may also contribute to how they understand group norms and come to accept segregation. Indeed, few would have ever encountered a non-Muslim. Finally, they may also be concerned about the effect of others on their religious morals and believe that the father is the best protector of their religion (e.g., Scourfield, Gilliat-Ray, Khan, & Otri, 2010) .
One limitation was the vignettes we used. The peer versus father vignettes differed because the father excludes his own child. Also, following Malti, Killen, and Gasser (2012) , a group of peers excludes rather than a single perpetrator. Second, because some snowball sampling was used, participants could be from similar backgrounds. Third, the researcher was not blind to the study design when coding the interviews. Additionally, future research is needed to answer how children evaluate authority when the mother is the perpetrator, and the influence of age and gender.
Nonetheless, this study extends social domain theory by demonstrating that children's judgements and reasoning are embedded within the socio-cultural values of their communities. In some collectivistic, homogenous cultures, such as Saudi Arabia, adults' authority may be stronger than in more individualistic cultures. Importantly, it seems that there are contextual differences between some collectivist cultures that influence children's reasoning.
There are also practical implications of this research. Given the negative effects on young people of discrimination (Niwa et al., 2016) , the results of the current study could support the current efforts of the Saudi government in promoting tolerance.
